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STATEMENTS OF A CONTEMPORARY OF THE 

EMPEROR JULIAN ON THE REBUILDING 

OF THE TEMPLE. 

In his interesting article on The Emperor Julian and the Jews, 
Mr. Michael Adler has also thrown some light upon the remarkable 
fact, that neither in the Talmud of Jerusalem nor in the other 
Jewish sources is the undertaking of the Emperor Julian to rebuild 
the temple in Jerusalem spoken of at all \ In order to explain this 
strange silence he refers also to Frankel, who points out in his 
introduction to the Talmud of Jerusalem (p. 26), that the Talmud of 
Jerusalem was concluded not long after Julian's death. But, in fact, 
half a century, at least, may be computed from the death of Julian 
(363) to the time of the conclusion of the Talmud of Jerusalem, and 
there can be no question whatever about the academical teaching of 
the Palestinian schools and of their members, especially of the 
Agadists, as having ceased during this very half century ; for the last 
authorities of Palestine within the time of the Amoras belong to 
this period, and the last material for the Talmud of Jerusalem was 
collected within that time, until it was concluded. It was also in 
this period that the traditions of the Agada were put together in 
special writings of the Midrash. It was the time of Tanchuma b. 
Abba, the one teacher of the Agada, after whom a Midrash on the 
Pentateuch is called ; to him may certainly be ascribed its edition in 
its earliest form. Hence neither the immediate conclusion of the 
Talmud of Jerusalem, nor the pretended stagnation of the scholastic 
and literary activity of the Jews of Palestine, can be given as a reason 
why the sources do not mention at all the plan of the Emperor 
Julian. We have to look elsewhere for the real cause of this silence, 
viz. in the fact, that from the beginning the plan had not, in Jewish 
circles, been generally approved of, and, after it had failed, people 
would speak about it the less. Gratz (Geschichte der Jttden, IV*, p. 372) 
says very appropriately : " The restoration of the former splendour 
was only expected from the appearance of the Messiah ; the idea of 

' Jewish Quarterly Review, V, 625. 
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a temple without him seemed absurd to the notions of that time, and 
a Eoman Emperor would far less have been considered the Messiah." 
For this reason alone, the statements of the Syrian legend about the 
rebellious Emperor, which was written 150 years after Julian's death, 
must be regarded as unhistorical ^. For it is inconceivable that the 
Jewish " priests " of Tiberias welcomed Julian as the " king of Israel," 
in whom " the kingdom of the house of David will shine with brilliant 
lustre." On the other hand, we cannot imagine that such an under- 
taking as the rebuilding of the temple of Jerusalem, which must 
have aroused, in a very great degree, the national sentiments, the 
historical reminiscences, and the Messianic hopes of the Palestinian 
Jews, should not have made a deep and lasting impression on some 
of them, at least ; that it should not have called forth in them the 
idea, that the plan conceived by the mighty Emperor, who was 
friendly disposed towards the Jews, was at least the beginning of 
the fulfilment of those aspirations, which were linked to the idea of 
the final time of the Messiah. Should it not be possible, that the 
temple was rebuilt before the Messiah came, and the dynasty of 
David reigned again over Israel? Should the third temple, which 
will rise, by the will of the Emperor Julian, from the ruins of the 
second one, not be, at least, equally justified and as much aspired to, 
as was the second temple after the return from the Babylonian exile, 
which had also been erected without the restoration of the kingdom 
of David ? I believe I have found, amongst the Palestinian Amoras 
of that period, one who supports this view, who is friendly disposed 
towards the undertaking of Julian and defends it. It is R. Acha 
(NHN 'i), who lived about the middle of the fourth century. He 
may, without the least difficulty, be regarded as a contemporary of 
Julian, and as a witness of the attempt to rebuild the temple. Acha, 
to whom a large chapter will be devoted in the third volume of 
my Agada of the Palestinian Amoras— for he belongs to the more 
prominent teachers of the Agada — came from Lydda, and wus one 
of the more distinguished teachers of Tiberias. On the occasion of 
a visit which he received, when he was seriously ill, from the two 
heads of the school, R. Jona and R. Jose, it is narrated that they 
regarded him as a man of light in Israel (j. Sabbath, 8 c below 
btO0^ }in''3''S13). And the following sentence of this R. Acha, which 
refers to a passage in the Mishna, is cited in the Talmud of 
Jerusalem, Maasser sheni, chap, v, Halachah 2, at the end (56 a) 

nn n-a m^bv'? onip my<?h Tny tripon rcae' m»iN nw. "This 

sentence of the Mishnah " — viz. the statement of Jose ben Chalafta : 

iTHB* niD3^ ^3^^ nw wca nn,nD3 cnpon n''^ mo,''^ '•net* "'wni— 

' See M. Adler, p. 622. 
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implies that " the temple will, one day, be rebuilt before the kingdom 
of the house of David is restored." A contemporary of Julian cannot 
express more clearly his approval of the plan of rebuilding the 
temple of Jerusalem than is done in this sentence. He has thus 
proved, so to speak, by the Halacha, from the Mishnah itself, the 
admissibility of the undertaking. Less clear is the documentary 
evidence of the Bible, with which the sentence of Acha concludes : 
"ion nntJTl aaj? DTI a^naT . I can only oifer a suggestion as to how 
these words of Deut. xxxii. 14 were taken to affirm the thesis that the 
temple will be rebuilt before the appearance of the Messiah. The 
words of the text we have quoted, are explained in the corre- 
sponding place in Sifrg (§ 317 at the end) in the way that it 
will not be necessary for Israel to get the wine out of the winepress, 
but that it will drink it directly out of the berries of the bunch of 
grapes, as the "blood of the grape" {t^b) imi' t6 D'J?r Vnn nh^ 
IIM?). The same meaning of the words of the text is applied by 
E. Acha to the Messianic hopes in the future and their fulfilment. 
The great judgment of the nations, out of which the kingdom of the 
house of David and the reign of the Messiah would come, is given as 
the great vintage and the treading of the grapes (see Isaiah Ixiii, 
cf. Joel iv. 13). According to Acha these words imply that Israel 
will drink part of the wine, before it is pressed, still as the "blood 
of the grapes " ; viz. the temple will be rebuilt, before the judgment 
of the nations has been given and before the Messiah has appeared. 

But there is another statement of R. Acha which has apparently 
the same tendency to defend the plan of Julian. It is his sentence 
about the five things which have been wanting in the second temple, 
which sentence is quoted three times in the Talmud of Jerusalem 
(Taanith, 65 a below ; Makkoth, 32 a above ; Horajoth, 47 c below). 
This sentence of Acha has come down to us through Samuel b. Inia 
(or Ina), and is as follows: pB'Xin ]D IDn innNH EHpon iTH D'-I3T 'n 

^'ipn nni T^nmin ptn D'»»ini anixi psi v» p li^xi. And very 

ingeniously he holds, that the missing five attributes of the sanctuary 
are indicated in a word of Chaggai (i. 8), which speaks of the 
magnificence of the second temple, viz. in the word m33N1, which is 
written without a n , though pronounced with a H ^ Here and there 
we find already, in older statements of the Tannaim, the fact 

'■ This expression is given anonymously in Shir Hashirim Rabba on 
8, 9, and with a few modifications in the enumeration of the five things, 
but with the same statement of the author (to «':'S -q ^KIQTO S ion has to 
be added »rw '^ id«, see Eabbinowicz, ibid.), also in the Babylonian 
Talmud, Joma, 21b. 
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mentioned, that the said things were missing in the second temple '. 
Now Acha puts them together and says that the second temple lacked 
such essential attributes as were in the first one, viz. the fire on the 
altar, the ark, the Urim and Tummim, the oil of unction, the holy 
spirit. Does he not seem to point out, thereby, that a temple was 
also conceivable without these attributes, which were, partly, con- 
nected with the restoration of the house of David ? Acha told those 
who would have nothing to do with the plan of Julian, because the 
true attributes of the sanctuary, such as the temple of Solomon had 
them, would be missing in the third temple to be erected on the 
ruins of the second temple : " Well, these attributes were also wanting 
even in the second temple, but, nevertheless, it was acknowledged to 
be of full value and regarded vrith veneration as the true sanctuary." 
Perhaps he also told them that, just as the second temple was built 
by the favour of a non-Jewish ruler (Darius), one should not refuse 
the favour of the Roman Emperor, who would undertake the building 
of the third temple. And who knows, but that this very Acha is 
the author of the interpretation of the words of Daniel (xi. 34) on 
.Mian C3JJI0 "ITJJ nty D?t}'3n31, which vras, according to Hieronymus, 
propagated amongst the Jews*? 

If I am right in my conjecture, that Acha approved of the re- 
building of the temple, as undertaken by Julian, and that he kept 
it distinct from the other Messianic aspirations, he was, apparently, 
anxious to refute expressly, in another sentence, which is also con- 
tained in the Talmud of Jerusalem (Nedarim, 38 a below), the 
supposition, that the promised redeemer of Israel had come in Julian. 
This surmise is ascribed by the Syrian legend of Julian to the ofiicial 
representatives of the Palestinian Jews, and may have originated in 
the minds of a few who had been misled by the extraordinary 
occurrences. This is the statement of Acha, which is handed down 
by a R. Gershom, who is not otherwise known : "'OD S.pVD 33U T^T 
3i3jro imyb n^nyi aaia inn. He thus considers that, in the words of 
Bileam (Numbers xxiv. 17), a special stress is laid on the fact that the 
" star," the Messiah, the redeemer of Israel, will only arise from Jacob. 
From Jacob and not from Esau, viz. not from Rome. For ap^D can 

' See Tosifta Joma, 3, 7, Sota, 13, i, and the Baraitha in Joma, 52 b ; 
Horajoth, 12 c; Kerithoth, 5 b on the Ark and the oil of unction. See 
Tos. Sota, 13, a; j. Sota, 24 b; b. Joma, 9b, b. Sota, 48b on Urim and 
Tummim and Holy Spirit. 

* The interpretation of another verse in Daniel (ix. 23) by Acha is 
handed down by the same Samuel b. Inia, who has transmitted Acha's 
statement about the missing attributes of the temple. See Koheleth 
Babba on ix. 7. 
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only mean, that it also implies the negative IK'^D H7\ ; IK'S?, however, 
is the well-known appellation of Rome in the Agada. 

We may assert with great probability, that the plan of the 
Emperor Julian is hinted at rather distinctly, at least, in the Talmud 
of Jerusalem; hence, we cannot refute, without strong counter- 
evidence, the suggestion, that the name of the Emperor is also 
mentioned in the Talmud of Jerusalem. And, in fact, it is stated in 
j. Nedarim, 37 d: HND r\'<V'<V mm pnh nro 13 tobo Dwi'li' NHI 
Jliyi'a. This is a very clear statement about the expedition of 
Julian against the Persians (IDD? «= to Babylon). And though in the 
corresponding passage, j. Shebuoth, 34 d, the name DUN''D''?pn is put 
in the place of DW^v 1 nothing can prove that we have to look for 
the original text in Shebuoth, and not in Nedarim. If Gratz (IV, 
492) wishes to alter, in the former passage, D13v1? for DUN^tSvpll, 
we have as much right to surmise the reverse, viz. that, in the second 
passage, DUN''l3vj5n is put by mistake in the place of D10''71-'. And 
even with greater justification ! For the Emperor Julianus is other- 
wise not literally mentioned in the Talmud of Jerusalem nor any- 
where else, while Diocletianus is named somewhere else, too, and may 
easily have come from the pen of a transcriber instead of Julianus. 
Besides, the Persian expedition of Julianus was of greater importance 
and greater interest, even to the Jews of Palestine, than that of 
Diocletianus. 

W. Bacher. 
BxTDAPEST, April, 1897. 



